























I begin with a retrospective gesture, a backwards glance; I begin with the acceptance 
that wherever we start we are in the thick of it, always already haunted by that 
which has come before; I therefore begin with an orientation which was a 
disorientation, a productive dislocation, an affective experience in a landscape which 




In the forest with its understory of sand, beach pebbles and pine needles, sound is 
deadened by the surroundings. Outcrops of heather and whins grow leanly under 
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the canopy, occasional wisps of honeysuckle snake up the tree trunks. I am walking 
in Lossie Forest in the north east of Scotland (a Forestry Commission plantation) 
amid tank traps and pillboxes now overgrown with stray saplings, moss and grass. 
The dark gun slits, velvet black, deep and impenetrable in the daylight, announce 
their presence with an air of aggressive inscrutability. I peer down into a pillbox, my 
eyes adjust and alight on a navy blue sleeping bag. Although I am completely certain 
that there is no-one else here, the landscape is, quite suddenly, invaded by a sense 
of watchfulness. Seemingly observed from a time outside of now, I feel othered and 
untimely; my sense of self out of joint. The living present unexpectedly feels non-
contemporaneous with itself (Derrida 2006: xviii); terrified, the momentarily 




Perhaps it should come as no surprise that in a place such as Lossie Forest we feel 
observed; the structures, after all, were built precisely for this purpose. That is to 
say, they were built to enable their occupants to see without being seen, as 
evidenced by their concrete surfaces which are often embellished with pebbles, 
shells and rocks to provide camouflage. These structures have always had an air of 
futility: at Lossie Forest they were out of date in terms of their functionality before 
they were even complete. Although there may have always been a sense of the 
anachronistic folly about these structures, they now feel particularly out of place 
and, out of time. The uncanny nature of the experience of Lossie Forest is, at least in 
part, due to the intersection of leisure and the architectures of war: the landscape is 
a popular location to walk dogs, run and cycle; the scorched ground and occasional 
beer can the evidence of summer gatherings. There is, however, something more at 
play here as far as the affective nature of this landscape is concerned, something 
which is buried in this notion of seeing without being seen, which I will return to 




                                             Lossie Forest I, Gina Wall 
 
Although these concrete monoliths are progressively gaining more interest in their 
protection, for many people these modern ruins are no more than detritus, 
dangerous vestiges of an era that has now passed. According to Þóra Pétursdóttir 
and Bjørnar Olsen, ‘ruins of the recent past’ (2014: 7) are ‘mainly considered as an 
environmental and aesthetic disturbance, representing a dismal or unwanted 
presence to be eradicated, or transformed, rather than something to be considered, 
cared for, or accepted’ (Pétursdóttir and Olsen 2014: 4). In this regard these 
crumbling concrete structures are contested heritage sites, and, for the purposes of 
this chapter, I would like to propose that the landscape of Lossie Forest is 
emblematic of heritage in a different sense, that of inheritance in Jacques Derrida’s 
articulation of the word (2013: 40). I will argue that the ghostly feeling of being 
looked at is activated by this landscape, which, furthermore, gives us productive 
ways to think about the relationship between landscape, time and place. 
 
The displaced, anachronistic modern ruin ‘in-between and not belonging’ 
(Pétursdóttir and Olsen 2014: 7) resonates with what Michael Shanks and Connie 
Svabo describe as a shared ontology between archaeology and photography which is 
structured around two temporal modes: namely, ‘[a]ctuality’ as ‘the kairotic 
association of the past in the present’ and ‘[d]uration as the persistence of the 
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material past–remains, ruins and traces.’ (2013: 93) This common ontology suggests 
affiliations which extend beyond the disciplinary characteristics of each practice, 
which Shanks and Svabo hybridise as archaeography (2013: 89). They propose 
‘something of a thought experiment in escaping the disciplinary prison’ (2013: 89). 
Thinking Lossie Forest experimentally through this hybrid terminology opens the 
possibility of a site writing, where the archaeographic is literally written into the 
place as both physical archive and temporal encounter. This landscape has been 
inscribed, firstly by the extensive presence of concrete made on site by workers 
barracked at the location during the Second World War, and later, through its 
overplanting by the Forestry Commission in the post-war period with a monoculture 
of pine trees. The landscape is occupied by and strewn with what Tim Edensor might 
describe as ‘stray objects’ (2008: 330), it is a landscape of everyday ruins, completely 
unregulated, the visitor is free to interact with it as they please. Here, the landscape 
is strangely muted in colour, animated by the occasional colourful interlude as a 
cyclist or dog walker clad in bright outdoor clothing weaves amongst its architecture.  
Through the forest, flickering glimpses of its participants can be seen shimmering 
between the serried lines of tank traps; a kind of inverted zoetrope (Figure 2).  
 
 
                                       Lossie Forest II, Gina Wall 
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Edensor argues that in mundane spaces of ruination, those unregulated sites of 
unofficial memorialisation, the ‘past is less likely to be entirely disposed of, polished 
away or obliterated. Things, buildings, people and traces hang on’ (Edensor 2008: 
326). For Edensor, these mundane places are the working-class remainders of 
suburban Manchester, encountered during a daily commute to work by car. Lossie 
Forest, on the other hand, is a rural place, situated beyond the boundary of a small 
coastal town, encountered principally for the purposes of leisure. However 
anachronistic these wartime structures were, they are the vestiges of the 
militarisation of the rural landscape which is reflected in many places along the coast 
and inland waterways of Britain. As Edensor’s argument asserts, the phantasmagoric 
working-class space in Manchester is suburban but I would argue that this is not the 
exclusive domain of the city. In fact, the mundane, suburban spaces interrogated by 
Edensor are rendered ghostly, he argues, by their architectural vestiges which are an 
‘enduring fixture around which routines take place’ (2008: 326). It can therefore be 
argued that Lossie Forest too is a mundane space, it lacks regulation and supports 
the cyclical rhythms of various leisure activities; it is a space of imagination and play. 
Thus it is not simply a question of whether the hauntology of place predominates in 
either the rural or the urban, rather it is a matter of the relative determination of 
those places. Where this resonates specifically with the rural, however, is in the 
militarisation of the landscape: where ‘patches of underdetermined land’ (Edensor 
2008: 330) overlay with the accessible archaeological remains of militarisation, the 
hauntological, considered in the terms described in later this chapter, is a significant 
feature of certain rural places. In the unofficial memorial landscape of Lossie Forest, I 
propose that it is the very structure of the archaeological landscape which asks us to 
consider this a place of inheritance, the uncanny experience of which can be 
accounted for by what Derrida has called the ‘visor effect’ (2013: 40). The landscape, 
haunted by the spectre which is characterised by Derrida as ‘[f]urtive and untimely’ 
(2006: xix), and crucially, unseen (2006: 6), is powerfully affective; it is to this that I 
will return later.  
 
I was content to seize upon Shanks and Svabo’s assertion that archaeology and 
photography have commonalities beyond their respective disciplinary 
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characteristics, namely ‘ta archaia, old things, and graphe, their inscription, record 
and documentation’ (Shanks and Svabo 2013: 90) because for some time I have been 
interested the idea that photography is a kind of writing. Not simply the writing of 
light in etymological terms, but specifically a movement of différance; the 
photograph as an inscription of sameness in difference.  This has been useful insofar 
as it has opened a space from which to challenge the notion that the photographic 
image is a unique self-presence, contiguous with its subject. Considered in these 
terms, photography is grammatological rather than representational, and although 
the photograph seems to bring its subject to presence, in fact, the photographic 
apparatus and materials inscribe the subject as differed differing from itself. The 
subject-in-the-photograph othered from itself is in différance; suspended in an 
eternal delay. The differences, deferrals and repetitions of photography have 
enabled me to think about the medium as a kind of ghost writing (Wall 2013: 240) 
which traces a ‘spectral logic’ (Derrida and Steigler 2013: 39) as the photograph 
simultaneously presences and absences its subject. Spectrality is ‘[a] question of 
repetition: a specter (sic) is always a revenant.  One cannot control its comings and 
goings because it begins by coming back.’ (Derrida 2006: 11). At the moment of the 
flick of the shutter the photographic delay ensures that the photograph will come 
back to us from its future: photographic images are spectral per se; they too begin by 
coming back.  
 
Roland Barthes famously posited that the photographic image has the power to 
resurrect its subject (2000: 82). It is not, however, simply photography’s capacity to 
return the dead which makes photographic images revenant. The structural delay 
within the mechanics of photography is a hollow from which the medium announces 
its own futurity. The latent image lies within the lacuna of the delay, impressed upon 
the photographic film: a phantom waiting to be revealed.  The latent image is a 
strange ‘thing’, it may never arrive; due to mis-processing, it could be erased or 
obliterated forever.  Alternatively, it may remain latent, lying in a drawer awaiting 
processing, until the photographer’s memory falters along with the eventual failure 
of the photographic materials themselves.  The delayed latent image is a compelling 
feature of analogue photography which begins to call in to question any certainty 
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that we may have of the arrival of the (that is the definitive) image. This is of 
significance here because Derrida asserts that there is something inherently spectral 
about the medium of photography, he writes that it ‘speaks to me of specters, 
ghosts and phantoms…it’s all about the return of the departed…there in black and 
white…The spectral is the essence of photography’ (1998: vi). The spectral haunts 
photography, from the image latent in the photographic materials, to the concept of 
the future latent in the anterior future of the Barthesean photograph, and to the 
medium’s facilitation of the return of the departed; its power to resurrect. The 
essential spectrality of photography means that it is the very material of the 
photograph which is haunted: in Derridean terms, photographic matter is 
hauntological.  
 
We are also subject to strange and haunting encounters when looking at 
photographic images. One of the most beautiful passages in Roland Barthes’ Camera 
Lucida describes the moment he discovers the ideal photograph in the quest to find 
the essential image of his mother. Sifting through a box full of photographs one 
evening a short time after her death, he finds that each image he sees only partially 
captures his mother’s being. When he picks up the photograph of his mother, aged 
5, he discovers the image he has been looking for, he feels himself touched by the 
emanation of light, from the ‘treasury of rays which emanated from [his] mother as a 
child, from her hair, her skin, her dress, her gaze on that day.’ (Barthes 2000: 82) 
Although Barthes’ search for the ideal photograph is premised upon the subjective 
response of the spectator, via the punctum, hence his reluctance to publish the 
Winter Garden Photograph (Barthes 2000: 73), there is something here to consider 
with respect to the spectral. For Barthes, the photograph ‘does not call up the past’ 
(2000: 82) but provides evidence of the existence of the subject through a kind of 
‘resurrection’ (2000: 82). That day leaks into our current temporality, via a material 
contiguity between subject, camera, image, viewer; as far as Barthes is concerned, 
we are physically touched by the rays from this collected light which emanates from 
the photograph. Bernard Stiegler observes that: 
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these luminous emanations will end up touching my eye, and so there is 
[a series of contiguities]…which effectively ensures that this thing is 
looking at me, it is watching me, it concerns me…It touches me, but I 
can’t touch it (2013: 43-44) 
 
Therefore, the Barthesean emanation should not simply be thought of as a ‘ray of 
light’ emitted from the photograph, in fact it indexes the perspective of the other. As 
Derrida writes: 
 
This flow of light which captures or possess me, invests me, invades me, 
or envelops me is not a ray of light, but the source of a possible view: 
from the point of view of the other. (Derrida and Stiegler 2013: 42) 
 
The notion that the ‘treasury of rays’ addresses the viewer from the source point of 
the subject-in-the-photograph’s potential view would suggest an inversion of our 
common understanding of the photograph as the world seen from the point of view 
of the photographer via the optical apparatus of the camera. This is relevant insofar 
as it acknowledges a multiplicity of other perspectives which radiate from a 
multitude of photographic images. Therefore, we have this strange sense that the 
subject-in-the-photograph is watching us, and although we are seen by it, we are 
unable to return its gaze. For Derrida it is the fact that the subject in the photograph 
regards us which is the source of the ‘reality effect’ of photography (Derrida and 
Stiegler 2013: 42), and for Barthes it is in virtue of the material contiguity, the 
‘“material” chain’ (Derrida and Stiegler, 2013: 43) which enables the luminous rays 
to touch our eyes. The reality effect is not simply engendered because something or 
someone real stood before the camera, rather it occurs because we are seen from 
the other’s point of view. Although Derrida states that the reality effect may be 
stronger when it is a human face that is photographed, a landscape can in fact 
promote a similar response (Derrida and Stiegler 2013: 42). 
  
In Lossie Forest I felt myself observed ‘outside of any synchrony’ (Derrida 2006: 6). 
This uncanny sense of being seen by an unseen other ‘de-synchronizes, it recalls us 
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to anachrony. We will call this the visor effect: we do not see who looks at us’ 
(Derrida 2006: 6). The term ‘visor effect’ refers specifically to the ghost of Hamlet’s 
father invoked by Derrida in Specters of Marx. The visor on the helmet obscures the 
face and identity of the ghost, we cannot be sure of its identity. The ghost is neither 
present nor absent, its apparitional appearance unsettles being and time: ‘there is 
no Dasein of the specter but there is no Dasein without the uncanniness, without the 
strange familiarity…of some specter’ (Derrida 2006: 125). Critically for Derrida, the 
visor effect is asymmetrical, we are seen by the ghost, but we are unable to 
reciprocate its gaze: the visor effect describes the ghostly affect of being seen by an 
unseen other; this is to be ‘seen by a look which it will always be impossible to cross’ 
(Derrida 2006: 7). Because we feel ourselves seen by someone or something from 
outwith our time, the very thing that we have named time is called to question, we 
experience the present as non-contemporaneous with itself, disjointed: the 
experience of the living present is ‘secretly unhinged’ (Derrida 2006: xviii). The figure 
of the ghost disrupts our easy sense of the present, the logic of past, present, future, 
our faith in the linearity and forward trajectory of time is undermined. The haunting 
encounter can be described as ‘[a] spectral moment, a moment that no longer 
belongs to time… we are asking ourselves about this instant that is not docile to 
time, at least what we call time’ (Derrida 2006: xix). The spectral encounter causes 
us to question our certainty of the classical ontologies of both time and space.   
  
In a place such as Lossie Forest, the landscape is inscribed, overlaid by a trace 
structure haunted by different temporalities which produce ‘a series of disjunctions 
through which the past erupts into the present’ (Edensor 2008: 324-325). The 
oppositional structures of past/present, present/future, past/future are disrupted by 
the figure of the ghost, who comes from both our past and our future. As I walked 
through the forest, the absent presence of the ghost compelled me to regard the 
complexities of time and space. In Lossie Forest, this irruption momentarily startled 
me with an intense experience of the visor effect: time leaked; past into present; 
present into future; future into past. The hauntological landscape of Lossie Forest, 
pervaded by watchfulness is not necessarily a landscape to be viewed, rather, it is a 
landscape which we are viewed by. This is not to say that the landscape itself looks 
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at us, but that the landscape, understood as a synthetic space filled with these 
concrete objects for seeing from, effects an uncanny shift from leisure landscape to 
optical landscape. Bristling with the architectural infrastructure of covert seeing, it is 
a powerful place where we are haunted by the presence of an unseen other (Figure 
3). The ghost that watches us disrupts our sense of time and displaces the reciprocity 
of our gaze.  
 
 
                                       Lossie Forest V, Gina Wall 
 
Considered as a kind of spectral writing, photography is ‘spectrography’ with the 
propensity to make ghosts of us all (Derrida and Stiegler 2013: 38-40). According to 
Derrida, just ‘as soon as we are captured by optical instruments...[w]e are already 
specters of a televised.’ (Derrida and Stiegler 2013: 38) Although I would stop short 
of the assertion that Lossie Forest is somehow an extension of the photographic 
apparatus, I would like to propose that it is a rudimentary optical instrument in 
which it is also possible to become spectral. The walker, entangled in the optical 
apparatus, ghosts through the forest which is cross cut by multiple, invisible 
sightlines traversing the landscape. This is not to argue that being caught in the 
optico-architectural landscape of Lossie Forest is a panoptical experience where the 
central singular point of view is privileged in the form of the disciplining gaze. 
Rather, the experience of spectralisation suggests an openness to the affective 
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presence of the ghost and although deeply unsettling, it is generative insofar as it 
disrupts assumptions about the nature of being and time. Caught in the sight lines of 
the pill boxes, I became spectral in the landscape, trapped in its concrete archaeo-
optics of viewing, which are now strangely camouflaged and partially obscured 
amongst the forest and overgrown with stray trees and foliage. The experience 
triggered a spectral moment, a moment which is no longer ‘docile’ (Derrida 2006: 
xix) to the comprehension of time as a series of interlinked presents.  This amounts 
to a wilding of time, an experience of time which will not be disciplined into logical 
sequence. 
 
This affective experience triggered by the visor effect in the optico-architectural 
landscape of Lossie Forest was a disorientation, a productive dislocation which it 
could be argued undermined all sense of place. However, according to John Wylie, in 
the work of W.G. Sebald the contrary is true:   
 
There is place if there is dislocation, or sudden uncertainty regarding 
location in space and time, uncertainty regarding even the reliability of 
these measurements; in other words if there is a disturbing irruption of 
doubt or memory, a confounding of past, present and presence’ (Wylie 
2007: 180-181) 
 
Wylie argues that for Sebald this event of place causes extreme doubt about the 
reliability of the past and present as distinct temporalities and also provokes a 
terrifying bodily response in the ‘stricken’ (2017: 181) observer which equates the 
experience of place with the experience of horror. The disassembling of self caused 
by the fracture of the illusion of the classical ontology of time unsettles now. Place is 
therefore a polytemporal event encounter: 
 
Place is in a sense what happens. It is an event: both an epiphany – a 
vision unveiled - and a shattering of the mirror of the world…[t]his event 
of place is a corporeal experience of paralysing horror.  
(Wylie 2007: 181)  
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In the work of Sebald, Wylie contends that place is a ‘visitational taking place rending 
the surface of a temporally and spatially complex milieu composed of exiles, 
crossings, digressions’ (2007: 181); which is to say it is an event that ruptures the 
illusion of linear time, the present is fractured and through the fissures becomes 
haunted by other possible times. Considered from an entirely different perspective, 
this ‘dis/continuity’ (Barad 2010: 240) of diffracted space and time constitutes what 
Karen Barad argues is ‘the time-energy indeterminacy principle’ (2017: 67). The 
‘ontological indeterminacy of time’ (Barad 2017: 68) results in a ‘thickness of the 
here and now’ (Barad 2017: 73) in which temporalities fold through one another. 
Citing the evidence provided by the Quantum Eraser experiment, Barad writes: 
 
the past was not simply there to begin with and the future is not simply 
what will unfold; the ‘past’ and the ‘future’ are iteratively reworked and 
enfolded through the iterative practices of spacetimemattering 
(2010: 260-261)  
 
This is particularly useful in terms of archaeological stratigraphy which can be very 
clearly demarcated or intermingled due to disturbance, however, it is physical and 
linear nonetheless. Barad argues that in contemporary discussions of temporality 
many accounts dismiss linearity, whereas for her, ontological indeterminacy ‘does 
not eschew linearity but rather opens it up to its radical potential’ (Barad 2017: 68). 
If all times (and all places) are enfolded and diffract through one another, and if 
place is a kind of haunting in itself; archaeologies of the contemporary, which are 
opened to this radical linearity ‘might turn their attention to the spaces in which 
various pasts, whether durational, recurring, or discontinuous, reveal (or are made 
to reveal) themselves’ (Harrison and Breithoff 2017: 210). Barad’s assertion that all 
pasts co-exist and the ‘world “holds” the memory of all traces; or rather, the world is 
its memory (enfolded materialism)’ (2010: 261) has critical importance for the 
practice of archaeology. If the past is never finished and remains open and yet to 
come, the notion of the polytemporal thick now is resonant for the ‘archaeology in 
and of the present’ (Harrison 2013: 46). In addition, for those archaeologists of the 
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contemporary world who believe that archaeology in the present should deal with 
‘socio-material practices…which are explicitly concerned with assembling the future’ 
(Harrison and Breithoff 2017: 210), we might argue that given Barad’s notion that 
the past that is open to future change, whether contemporary or ancient, the past is 
also the arena of the yet to come. 
 
Shanks and Svabo’s drive to explore the common ontology of archaeology and 
photography which coextends beyond the respective disciplinary boundaries, 
(articulated as archaeography), issues from the understanding that both disciplines 
can be practised with ‘certain dispositions towards things’; they are ‘aspects of a 
sensibility’ that they call ‘the archaeological imagination’ (Shanks and Svabo 2013: 
90). Shanks and Svabo’s stated aim at the outset is to ‘reclaim archaeology by 
affirming the insight that archaeology is a pervasive modern and contemporary 
attitude, a way of thinking and acting’ (2013: 89). The archaeological imagination is, 
therefore, not solely concerned with things as they relate to ‘temporality, durability, 
loss and decay’ (2013: 89) but also accounts for the motile experience of things in 
the world. They write:  
 
Archaeographic experience is constantly on the move, in mobile, 
temporary articulations of place, person, artefact, event.  
(Shanks and Svabo 2013: 97) 
 
The archaeographer moves through the landscape experiencing place relationally 
through time. However, if the linearity of time is subject to challenge, 
archaeographic experience may be further destabilised by the incursion of the ghost. 
As we saw earlier, ‘there is no Dasein without the uncanniness…of some specter’ 
(Derrida 2006: 125). As such, we can haunt the term archaeography through a 
ghostly insertion to form archaeospectrography, to account for the spectral 
experience produced in the enfolded materiality (Barad 2010: 261) of the landscape 
(Figure 4). Although perhaps somewhat opportunistic, this is conceptually profitable 
as it troubles the shared ontology of archaeology and photography advanced by 
Shanks and Svabo, to acknowledge the constitutive haunting of matter itself (Barad 
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2010: 260). Archaeospectrography demarcates the hauntology of the archaeologies 
of the present and the practice of photography within the quantum entanglements 
of space and time. If, as Shanks and Svabo argue, the ‘archaeographer scans any site 
looking to collect things that might matter’ with the explicit ‘prospect…of creative 
practices articulating the past and present’ (2013: 100), then by extension, the 
archaeospectrographer must practice place through the shards of the broken mirror, 
engaging in momentary relations with beings and things in the haunted space of the 
thick now.  
 
 
                                       Lossie Forest III, Gina Wall 
 
According to Tim Edensor, coming to terms with ghosts entails a sensuous 
engagement with place, an engagement which allows for the ingress of the other 
(2008, 331). This serves as a reminder that multiple temporalities persist through 
place, which are always variously reassembled, and as Wylie (2007) demonstrates 
through the work of W.G. Sebald, the experience of place can be conceived as 
unsettling, and indeed at times terrifying. The disruptive experience of Lossie Forest, 
which arose from the strong sense of being watched by an absent spectral other 
served to underscore the frail illusion of our stable sense of self, time and place. 
Being caught in the dissymmetric gaze, from the point of view of an unseen other 
unhinged the privileged sense of I, here, now. As Derrida states, the other view 
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cannot be assumed, it cannot be ‘reappropriated’, therefore, it must be respected. 
He writes: ‘from this infinitely other place, I am watched. Still, today, this thing looks 
at me and concerns me and asks me to be responsible’ (Derrida and Stiegler 2013: 
42). This is of significance because this place looks at me and asks me to be 
responsible (to it). The landscape invokes the need to learn to live with our ghosts 
(both personal and cultural), and our heritage (both official and unofficial), which is 
written into the landscape reminding us of the responsibility of inheritance.  
 
The experience of the visor effect in Lossie Forest resulted in a spectral moment 
which resonates with Edensor’s claim that in unregulated places of memorialisation 
the ghost is free to roam (2008: 330) (Figure 5). These unofficial sites of memory 
emerge where something of the past hangs on through the temporal modes of 
‘actuality’ and ‘duration’ as articulated by Shanks and Svabo (2013: 93). The 
experience of the visor effect is particularly powerful in this rural landscape, 
however, it is not the contention here that this is the exclusive domain of either the 
rural or the urban. Having said this, it may be argued that the militarisation of the 
landscape is a question of rurality, and the ways in which rural places have been 
shaped militarily, has a profound effect on our experience of the terrain. In the case 
of Lossie Forest, the remaining military infrastructure renders the landscape 
watchful; it is a place in which we are seen.  
 
If, as Shanks and Svabo state, the archaeological imagination articulates a way of 
both thinking and acting, and if archaeology and photography do indeed have a 
shared ontology, the archaeographic experience, troubled by the spectral, asks us to 
think and act ethically in our relations with place. Spectres call us to be responsible; 
archaeospectrographic experience is the entangled event encounter of place, person 
and artefact in the haunted time of the thick now. If the past is always open and the 
future, as we commonly conceive of it is undone (Barad 2017), then the work of the 
archaeospectrographer is a sensuous engagement with place which aims to bear 
witness to the consequences of our actions: then, now and in the future past that is 
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